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APPENDIX F 
Comments on the Draft Environmental 
Assessment and Responses to Comments 

A. Persons and Organizations Commenting in Writing 
 
Comments are listed chronologically and comment identification numbers are in parentheses: 
 
1. Jane Kelly, Director, California Office, Public Citizen, July 9, 2002 (JK-1 – JK-2) 
2. Marylia Kelley, Executive Director, Tri-Valley CAREs, July 9, 2002 (MK-1 – MK-4) 
3. Gene Bernardi, Committee to Minimize Toxic Waste, April 15, 2005 (GB-1 – GB-4) 
4. L.A. Wood, January 9, 2006 (LAW-1 – LAW-3) 
5. Richard C. Van Sluyters, March 19, 20061 (RC-1) 
6. L.A. Wood, Berkeley Environmental Commission and Pamela Sihvola, Committee to 

Minimize Toxic Waste, March 19, 2006 (LWPS-1 – LWPS-8) 
7. East Bay Municipal Utility District, April 10, 2006 (EBMUD-1 – EBMUD-2) 
8. Peter Selz, April 10, 2006 (PS-1) 
9. Arrietta Chakos, Assistant City Manager, City of Berkeley, April 11, 2006 (AC-1) 
10. Janet Homrighausen, Senior Planner, City of Berkeley, April 12, 2006 (JH-1 – JH-2) 
11. Phil Kamlarz, City Manager, City of Berkeley, April 12, 2006 (PK-1 – PK-5) 
12. Daniella Thompson and James Sharp, April 21, 20062 (DT-1 – DT-4) 
13. Hank Field, Environmental Specialist, UC Berkeley Office of Environment, Health and 

Safety, April 25, 20063 (HF-1 – HF-3) 
14. PhoeBe ANNE (sorgen), Co-chair, Berkeley Fellowship of Unitarian Universalists’ Social 

Justice Committee, May 1, 20064 (PBA-1) 
15. City of Berkeley Landmarks Preservation Commission, May 4, 2006 (LPC-1 – LPC-8) 
16. Environmental Health Subcommittee to the Community Health Commission, City of 

Berkeley, May 11, 2006 (EHS-1 – EHS-17) 
17. Phil Kamlarz, City Manager, City of Berkeley, May 22, 2006 (K-1 – K-2) 
18. Pamela Sihvola, Co-Chair, Committee to Minimize Toxic Waste, May 22, 2006 (CMTW-1 

- CMTW-55) 
19. Amado Y. Cabezas, May 22, 20065 (AYC-1 – AYC-2)  
20. Wendy Cosin, Deputy Planning Director, City of Berkeley Planning and Development 

Department, June 21, 2006 (CBPDD-1 – CBPDD-15) 
21. Jim Cunningham (JC-1 – JC-2)  
 

                                                      
1 Email date. 
2 Email date. 
3 Email date. 
4 The commenter also submitted duplicate comments via email on May 4, 2006. 
5 Email date. 
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Note: No federal agency submitted comments on the Draft EA. 
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B. Comments and Responses on the Environmental 
Assessment  

This section presents comments received on the EA (which are reproduced herein) and LBNL 
responses to the comments. Comments are numbered and keyed to the various communications. 
Unless otherwise specified, all references to chapters and page numbers pertain to this 
Environmental Assessment. 
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Jane Kelly, Director, California Office, Public Citizen, July 9, 2002 (Comments Identified as 
“JK-1 and JK-2”) 

Comments were received from Jane Kelly before the public review period on the Environmental 
Assessment. LBNL has chosen to respond because these comments are pertinent to the Proposed 
Action. 

Response JK-1 

The commenter urges a “halt to the demolition of the Bevatron facility.” Demolition of the 
Bevatron facility has not yet begun. As stated in this Environmental Assessment, the duration of 
the physical work for the project may vary from four to seven years, from early 2008 through 
2012, contingent upon funding and results of material sampling. As stated on page 1, a variant of 
the Proposed Action could reduce the minimum duration of the project from four years to three 
and a half years, but this reduction in schedule would have no resulting effect on project impacts, 
including traffic impacts. See also revised page 80 and Appendix G. 

Response JK-2  

Approximately half of the materials to be removed would consist of non-hazardous debris and 
other items typical of building demolition projects. Hazardous waste, low-level radioactive waste, 
and mixed waste would also be shipped from the site. The Proposed Action would seek to reuse 
or recycle materials (e.g., uncontaminated metals and concrete) where feasible. Items that could 
not be reused or recycled would be handled and disposed in accordance with applicable policies 
and regulations.  

Disposal of the materials that would be generated by the Proposed Action is discussed at various 
places in the EA, including Sections 5.1.5, Hazards and Human Health (e.g., pages 68-71), 
5.1.10, Traffic and Circulation (e.g., pages 79-84), 5.1.8, Public Services (e.g., pages 76-77) and 
5.1.9 Public Utilities (e.g., pages 77-79).  
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Marylia Kelley, Executive Director, Tri-Valley CAREs, July 9, 2002 (Comments Identified 
as “MK-1 through MK-4”) 
 
Comments were received from Marylia Kelley before the public review period on the Draft EA. 
LBNL has chosen to respond because these comments are pertinent to the Proposed Action.  

Response MK-1 

This comment was submitted before the Draft Environmental Assessment was published and 
before the public comment period began.  
 
The methods LBNL will employ to determine radioactivity present in debris (if any), as well as 
what the detection and release limits will be, are discussed in Section 5.1.5, Hazards and Human 
Health, pages 68-71. 

Response MK-2  

See response MK-1. As stated in response JK-2, disposal of the materials generated by the 
Proposed Action is discussed in the EA; see Sections 5.1.5, Hazards and Human Health (pages 
68-71); 5.1.10, Traffic and Circulation (pages 79-84); 5.1.8, Public Services (pages 76-77); and 
5.1.9 Public Utilities (pages 77-79).  

Response MK-3 

DOE Guidance for compliance with NEPA is contained in 10 CFR Part 1021. Appendix C to 
Subpart D to Part 1021 is entitled “Classes of Actions that Normally Require EAs But Not 
Necessarily EISs,” the Proposed Action falls under item C11. “Siting/construction/operation/ 
decommissioning of low- or medium-energy particle acceleration facility with primary beam 
energy greater than approximately 100 MeV.” This guidance indicates the level of NEPA review 
that DOE generally anticipates for such a facility is an EA, not an EIS. 

Considering this guidance and the actions needed to deal with the historic aspects of the Proposed 
Action, the Department of Energy (DOE) has concluded that for NEPA purposes, preparation of 
an EA is appropriate for this action.  

Response MK-4 

Comment expresses respondent’s position and is noted. See also responses MK-1 and MK-3.   
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Gene Bernardi, Committee to Minimize Toxic Waste, April 15, 2005 (Comments Identified 
as “GB-1 through GB-4”) 
 
Comments were received from Gene Bernardi before the public review period on the Draft EA. 
LBNL has chosen to respond because these comments are pertinent to the Proposed Action.  

Response GB-1 

The primary planning document for development at LBNL is the Laboratory’s Long Range 
Development Plan (LRDP). When the Draft of this Environmental Assessment was published in 
2006, its analysis was completed in accordance with the 1987 LRDP Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR), as amended,6 prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA). Since publication of the Draft Environmental Assessment, two documents were 
prepared by Berkeley Lab that supersede the former LRDP and the 1987 LRDP EIR, as amended: 
the 2006 LBNL Long Range Development Plan and its accompanying LRDP EIR. The analysis 
of this Environmental Assessment, while in accordance with the 1987 LRDP EIR, as amended, is 
also consistent with the 2006 LBNL LRDP, as well as the 2006 LRDP EIR, which was certified 
on July 19, 2007.7 NEPA documentation is not required for a University of California LRDP. 
Project-level NEPA and CEQA environmental analysis will be conducted if and when necessary 
for any future development at the Building 51 site.  

Response GB-2 

Cumulative impacts are discussed in Section 5.4, Cumulative Impacts, on pages 90-101, as 
modified by the text changes in Chapter II, Revisions to the Draft EA.  The Molecular Foundry 
Building was not included in the Cumulative Impact Analysis because construction operations 
and attendant impacts were completed before any physical impacts from the Building 51 and 
Bevatron demolition project would occur. The Molecular Foundry Building was completed in 
2006 and is now opened to the public. Any planned, pending, and/or reasonably foreseeable 
projects in the area of Building 51 and the Bevatron were included in the Cumulative Impact 
Analysis.  

                                                      
6 The 1987 LRDP EIR consists of the following documents: 

• The Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory Site Development Plan Environmental Impact Report, August 1987 (State 
Clearinghouse No. [19]85112610);  

• The Supplemental Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Renewal of the Contract between the United 
States Department of Energy and The Regents of the University of California for Operation and Management of 
the Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory, September 1992 (State Clearinghouse No. [19]91093068); and  

• The Supplemental Environmental Impact Report Addendum for the Proposed Renewal of the Contract between 
the United States Department of Energy and The Regents of the University of California for Operation and 
Management of the Ernest Orlando Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, September 1997 (State 
Clearinghouse No. [19]91093068).  

 These documents are referred to collectively as the “1987 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) EIR, as 
amended.”  

7 This Environmental Assessment includes references to the 1987 LRDP, as amended, although the analysis is also 
consistent with the 2006 LRDP EIR. 
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Response GB-3 

The radiation exposure from Cobalt -60 and other radioactive contamination would be very low.  
The worst-case radiation exposure scenario was presented in the certified Bevatron EIR, Section 
F. Hazards and Hazardous Materials, page IV.F-23.   

Response GB-4 

The Bevatron’s eligibility for listing in the National Register of Historic Places is discussed in 
Section 5.1.3, Cultural Resources (see pages 66-67).   

With regard to radiological decay, radiological decay-in-place programs are designed for short-
lived isotopes and allow the generator to hold these materials in storage until they have decayed 
to levels below detection limits, at which point they are managed as non-radioactive wastes. This 
is done for materials with isotopes that have much shorter half-lives than those present in the 
Bevatron. For example, regarding medical isotopes, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
authorizes "decay-in-storage" only for those isotopes that have half-lives shorter than 120 days 
(10 CFR 35.92). The predominant isotope in the Bevatron materials is Cobalt-60, which has a 
half-life of 5 years. It would be inappropriate to apply a program designed for short-lived isotopes 
to these materials.   

In addition, radioactive materials typically are stored for 10 half-lives before they are released.  
This would result in storage times of 50 years or more for isotopes such as Cobalt -60. In effect, 
this would mean the postponement of the Proposed Action in favor of one of the alternatives 
examined in Section 3.2, Alternatives, e.g., the No Action alternative.  The DEA concluded that 
this would not attain the goals of the project.  

Lastly, decay in place would apply only to radioactive materials.  Other hazardous materials that 
are or may be present at the facility, such as asbestos, lead, and chromium, are stable and do not 
decay.   
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L.A. Wood, January 9, 2006 (Comments Identified “LAW”)  

Response LAW – 1, 2, 3 

Comments noted.  Section 4.2.3, Cultural Resources, states that Building 51 was determined 
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and has been listed in the 
California Register of Historical Resources; see, e.g., page 33-34.   

In 1997, in accordance with 36 CFR 800, as part of the National Historic Preservation Act 
(NHPA) Section 106 consultation process, a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA; Appendix C) 
was signed among DOE, the California State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), and the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) regarding the demolition of Building 51. The 
MOA stated that the demolition of the Bevatron Building/Building 51 and Building 51A 
Complex would affect a property eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic 
Places. The stipulations of the MOA required that the building be documented in accordance with 
the National Park Service’s Historic American Engineering Record (HAER) requirements. In 
September 1997, LBNL staff prepared and submitted HAER documentation to the US 
Department of Interior National Park Service (NPS) in March 1998. The documentation included 
a written historical and architectural description of the building and accelerator, and extensive 
photographic recordation in accordance with the MOA stipulations (see Section 5.1.3, Cultural 
Resources, pages 66-67).  

As stated in Section 5.1.3, Cultural Resources, page 67: 

“With the acceptance of the HAER report by NPS, DOE may demolish Building 51 
provided that DOE contacts the Historic American Building Survey (HABS) division of 
NPS to determine what level and kind of recordation is required for the buildings, and 
that such documentation is completed and accepted by HABS prior to demolition. LBNL 
has consulted with NPS. The latter determined that an addendum to the HAER report 
would meet HABS requirements. The HAER addendum has been completed and was 
accepted by NPS in August 2006. For NEPA purposes, with the signed MOA, completion 
of the HAER documentation, and approval of the HABS addendum by NPS, LBNL has 
adequately mitigated for the potential loss of Building 51. As an additional measure, 
LBNL plans to commemorate the scientific achievements attributed to the Bevatron with 
a monument and/or display listing the historic discoveries that occurred there.” (Section 
5.1.3, page 67) 

 



Comment Letter RC

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
RC-1



Appendix F. Comments and Responses to Comments 
 

Demolition of Building 51 and the Bevatron F-29 DOE/EA-1541 
Environmental Assessment March 2008 

Richard C. Van Sluyters, March 19, 20068 (Comment Identified “RC-1”) 
 
Response RC-1 

Commenter states his position on the thoroughness of the Draft EA. Comment noted.   

 

                                                      
8 Email date 
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L.A. Wood, Berkeley Environmental Commission and Pamela Sihvola, Committee to 
Minimize Toxic Waste, March 19, 2006 (Comments Identified as “LWPS”)  
 
Comment noted. While the comment does not directly address the accuracy or adequacy of the 
environmental analysis, for informational purposes, the DOE has completed the Section 106 
National Historic Preservation Act process. Public notice of the Proposed Action, including the 
potential demolition of the Bevatron and the mitigation measures to reduce these effects, has been 
provided to all interested parties as part of the Environmental Assessment process under NEPA. 
As such, no further public notice under Section 106 or NEPA would be required. 

The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) has found that DOE has met its 
responsibilities under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (please see Appendix 
H). 
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East Bay Municipal Utility District, April 10, 2006 (Comments Identified as “EBMUD-1 
and EBMUD-2”) 
 
Response EBMUD-1 
 
Comment noted.   
 
Response EBMUD-2 
 
As stated in the EA, following demolition, the project site would be planted with native grasses, 
allowing for some potential increase in rainwater percolation, as noted in the comment. While the 
increase percolation could potentially result in a minor increase in infiltration/inflow to existing 
sanitary sewer lines, the project site is within the western portion of the Berkeley Lab site, where 
sanitary sewer flows are directed to City of Berkeley sub-basin 17-013. According to the recently 
completed EIR for Berkeley Lab’s Long-Range Development Plan (LRDP), Sub-basin 17-013 is 
not currently constrained during peak wet weather flows, and it is expected to have future wet 
weather capacity to meet LBNL’s growth needs during the term of the 2006 LRDP. 

The commenter is requesting confirmation from the City of Berkeley that there is available 
wastewater capacity reserved for the project. This will not be included in the EA as the City of 
Berkeley has not confirmed this with LBNL in writing. 
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Peter Selz, April 10, 2006 (Comment Identified as “PS-1”) 
 
Response PS-1 
 
Preserving the Bevatron accelerator (the core) was considered in the Preservation Alternative, 
Section 3.2.2. As discussed in that section, this alternative would not achieve the objectives of the 
Proposed Action. Relocation of the Core for preservation was not considered because it would 
not be achievable: the 180'-diameter accelerator is far too heavy to be removed and would have to 
be destructively disassembled. Many of the massive core components were epoxied together and 
cannot be disassembled in a way that would preserve the core (i.e., it would have to be 
demolished for removal). 
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Arrietta Chakos, Assistant City Manager, City of Berkeley, April 11, 2006 (Comment 
Identified as “AC-1”) 
 
Response AC-1 
 
The draft environmental assessment was issued on March 21, 2006. A 30 day comment period 
was given, extending from March 21, 2006 to April 21, 2006. On April 18, 2006, DOE extended 
the comment period for another 30 days, from April 22, 2006 to May 22, 2006. In June 2006, the 
project was put on hold for approximately one year due to funding considerations. 
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Janet Homrighausen, Senior Planner, City of Berkeley, April 12, 2006 (Comments 
Identified as “JH-1”)  

Response JH-1 
 
Comment noted. The Landmarks Preservation Commission designated the Building 51/Bevatron 
site as a City of Berkeley Historical Landmark, without indicating any “features to be preserved,” 
on August 3, 2006. On appeal, the City Council upheld the Landmarks Preservation 
Commission’s decision on January 30, 2007.  
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Phil Kamlarz, City Manager, City of Berkeley, April 12, 2006 (Comments Identified as 
“PK-1 through PK-5”) 
 
Response PK-1 

The comment period on the Draft EA was extended to provide additional time to review and 
comment on the document. Please see Response AC-1. 

Response PK-2 

The Bevatron Final EIR included responses to the City of Berkeley’s comments on the Draft EIR. 
The Final EIR was certified on July 19, 2007. The City’s comment letter on the Draft EIR is 
hereby included in the official record for both the EIR and the EA. 

Response PK-3 

The Bevatron Final EIR was certified on July 19, 2007. The challenge period on the EIR has 
expired. The EA makes clear the timeframe under which any demolition impacts would occur. 
Please see Section 5, Environmental Consequences.   

Response PK-4 

Cumulative impacts of the Proposed Action on traffic and circulation were fully assessed in the 
EA. In addition, both projects mentioned by the commenter were considered as part of the 
cumulative impact analysis. Please see pages 100-101 of the EA. 

Response PK-5 

As stated above, the comment period on the Draft EA was extended. Please see response AC-1. 
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Daniella Thompson and James Sharp, April 21, 20069 (Comments Identified as “DT-1 
through DT-4”) 

Response DT-1 

Please see Response GB-1.  

Response DT-2  

Please see Response GB-1. 

Although NEPA documentation is not required for a University of California LRDP, LBNL 
believes that the currently applicable 1987 LRDP provides sufficient guidance for the Proposed 
Action. In addition, the analysis of the Environmental Assessment is consistent with the 2006 
LRDP EIR, which was certified on July 19, 2007.  

Risks from the transport of waste materials that would be generated by the Proposed Action are 
addressed in Section 5.1.5, Hazards and Human Health (see pages 68-71), and Section 5.1.10, 
Traffic and Circulation (see pages 79-84).   

Response DT-3 

Comment noted. As stated in Chapter 3, Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives, while 
development of the Building 51 site is likely at some point in the future, at this time, there are no 
firm plans for future development that have reached the level of a proposed or reasonably 
foreseeable action.   

The commenter is correct in noting the planned construction of a Berkeley Lab Guest House; 
however, the Guest House will not be located on the Building 51 site. As stated in Chapter 5 of 
the EA, Berkeley Lab is in the planning stage for the construction and operation of a new Guest 
House to serve visiting scientists, faculty and students. Many of the visitors using the Lab’s 
facilities—the Advanced Light Source, National Center for Electron Microscopy, 88” Cyclotron, 
and the Molecular Foundry—are from outside the Bay Area and must obtain short-term housing. 
The Guest House would be a 25,000 gsf, three-story facility with approximately 60 guest rooms 
and would provide on-site, low-cost, short-term housing. The site designated for the Guest House 
is near the center of the Laboratory, west and southwest of Building 2 and on the site of the 
demolished Building 29 and Trailer 29D, and existing Trailers 29A, 29B, and 29C. An Initial 
Study/Negative Declaration was prepared and circulated in early 2007. If approved, construction 
activities would occur over a 17 month period, forecast at this time to occur between 2008 and 
2009. 

Response DT-4 

See response DT-2. 
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Hank Field, Environmental Specialist, UC Berkeley Office of Environment, Health and 
Safety, April 25, 200610 (Comments Identified as “HF-1 through HF-3”) 

Response HF-1 

As described in Section 5.1.6, Hydrology and Water Quality, pages 71-74, the Proposed Action, 
being greater than one acre, will require coverage under the statewide General Construction 
Permit, and various protective mechanisms (i.e., developing and implementing a project-specific 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan which specifies Best Management Practices (BMPs) that 
will prevent all construction pollutants, including dirt and silt from erosion and sedimentation, 
from contacting storm water and entering receiving waters) will be put in place. Sampling is not 
required as part of this permit, since this site does not discharge into impacted waters.   

The specific details of the demolition process and the most effective BMPs for controlling surface 
runoff, preventing erosion, and maintaining adequate drainage at the Building 51 site will be 
developed by LBNL staff and contractors in project-specific SWPPPs as the specifics of the 
demolition activities are further defined. As required by the statewide General Construction 
Permit, the preparation and implementation of SWPPPs will ensure that pollutants would not 
enter the environment through uncontrolled runoff. On-going groundwater monitoring would not 
be disturbed.  

Stormwater runoff from the proposed site is currently discharged to the North Fork of Strawberry 
Creek.  Because the Proposed Action would cause stormwater runoff on the subject site either to 
be slightly reduced or to remain the same as under existing conditions, the impact on runoff rates 
and volumes discharged to the North Fork of Strawberry Creek would be negligible (see Section 
5.1.6, pages 71-74).   

Response HF-2 

Section 5.1.6 of this Environmental Assessment states that the Proposed Action would require the 
management of water generated from dust suppression activities, rainfall, and, because of the 
seasonally shallow groundwater, excavation dewatering. Management of the surface water is 
necessary to avoid entrainment of pollutants such as asbestos, lead, and silica in concrete dust. 
Also, construction equipment used on-site may release small quantities of petroleum products 
including diesel, gasoline, and grease that could be combined in the wastewater. The Proposed 
Action would also involve the management of some materials that have induced or surface 
radioactivity (see Section 5.1.5, Hazards and Human Health) 

Quantitative descriptions of water quality conditions, including results from the Lab’s stormwater 
monitoring and surface water programs, are presented in LBNL’s annual Site Environmental 
Report. Recent reports are available on the web at http://www.lbl.gov/ehs/esg/ 
tableforreports/tableforreports.htm. The Laboratory is not required to and does not monitor the 
Building 51 area individually, as the Lab’s stormwater permit covers the entire Lab. Data from 
Lab outfalls includes the Building 51 area.   
                                                      
10 Email Date 
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Response HF-3 

LBNL maintenance technicians are on duty 24 hours a day and are trained to respond to any 
utility emergency such as a broken water main. They are trained (and have an operating 
procedure) to isolate the broken pipe and quickly set up dechlorination treatment that neutralizes 
any chlorine in the supply water prior to it reaching any downstream storm drain inlet. 
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PhoeBe ANNE (sorgen), Co-chair, Berkeley Fellowship of Unitarian Universalists’ Social 
Justice Committee, May 1, 2006 (Comment Identified “PBA-1”) 

Response PBA-1 

As described in Section 3.2.4, Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives, the Adaptive 
Reuse alternative was considered but rejected as infeasible: it would not avoid the significant 
impacts to historic resources associated with the Proposed Action and it would be more costly, in 
terms of building and safety code compliance. The building does not meet modern fire/life safety 
regulatory codes or seismic requirements, and to upgrade it with fire proofing, fire separations, 
and structural enhancements would prove to be cost prohibitive.  
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City of Berkeley Landmarks Preservation Commission, May 4, 2006 (Comments Identified 
as “LPC-1 through LPC-8”) 
 
Response LPC – 1 
 
The commenter is correct regarding the Bevatron’s eligibility for the National Register. Building 
51 and the Bevatron were determined eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) and have been listed in the California Register of Historical Resources. Under 
NEPA, LBNL has adequately mitigated for the potential loss of Building 51 with a signed 
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), completion of the National Park Service’s Historic 
American Engineering Record (HAER) documentation, and approval of the Historic American 
Building Survey (HABS) addendum by NPS. As an additional measure, LBNL plans to 
commemorate the scientific achievements attributed to the Bevatron with a monument and/or 
display listing the historic discoveries that occurred there. For NEPA purposes, because DOE has 
mitigated potential impacts to cultural resources by complying with the terms of the MOA, the 
demolition of Building 51 and the Bevatron is not a significant impact. Therefore, it is not 
expected that preparation of an environmental impact statement (EIS) will be necessary, and 
pending issuance of a Finding of No Significant Impact, an EA is the appropriate document.  

Response LPC – 2 
 
Please see responses GB-1 and DT-2. 
 
Response LPC – 3 
 
The Memorandum of Agreement (MOA; Appendix C) was signed in 1997 among DOE, the 
California SHPO, and the ACHP regarding the demolition of Building 51. The stipulations of the 
MOA required that the building be documented in accordance with the National Park Service’s 
Historic American Engineering Record (HAER) requirements. In September 1997, LBNL staff 
prepared the HAER documentation which included a written historical and architectural 
description of the building and accelerator, and extensive photographic recordation in accordance 
with the MOA’s stipulations. The HAER documentation was submitted to and accepted by the 
US Department of Interior National Park Service (NPS) in March 1998.  

With the acceptance of the HAER report by NPS, DOE may demolish Building 51 provided that 
DOE contacts the Historic American Building Survey (HABS) division of NPS to determine what 
level and kind of recordation is required for the buildings, and that such documentation is 
completed and accepted by HABS prior to demolition. LBNL has consulted with NPS. The latter 
determined that an addendum to the HAER report would meet HABS requirements. The HAER 
addendum has been completed and was accepted by NPS in August 2006. For NEPA purposes, 
with the signed MOA, completion of the HAER documentation, and approval of the HABS 
addendum by NPS, LBNL has adequately mitigated for the potential loss of Building 51.  

Although the MOA was signed eight years prior to the Draft environmental document and federal 
decision, no new impacts have been identified since publication of the Draft EA. In addition, the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) sent a letter in September 2007 (included as 
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Appendix H) stating that “DOE has met its responsibilities under Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act for this undertaking.” 

 
Response LPC – 4 
 
The Adaptive Reuse alternative was considered but rejected as infeasible because it would not 
avoid the potential impacts to historic resources associated with the Proposed Action, it would be 
much more costly than the Proposed Action, and it would not meet project objectives.  

Response LPC – 5 
 
According to the California State Office of Historic Preservation, Building 51/51A is eligible for 
inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places under Criteria A and B, with Criterion 
Consideration G.  

Response LPC – 6 
 
The EA identified Building 51 and the Bevatron as an historic resource under National and State 
criteria. Because the Lab has satisfied NEPA requirements in mitigating the impact to this historic 
resource, no information about the architectural firm of Masten and Hurd is required beyond what 
was provided in the EA. 

The following information about Masten and Hurd is taken from the landmark application for 
Building 51 and the Bevatron, City of Berkeley, Landmarks Preservation Commission, and is 
included for informational purposes. Charles F. Masten designed Kezar Stadium in 1922. He and 
Lester W. Hurd began their partnership in 1924, becoming well known for institutional buildings. 
After WW II, they specialized in large-scale institutional projects, such as Hastings College of 
Law in San Francisco and Warren Hall at UC Berkeley. Later, in collaboration with Ernest J. 
Kump & Associates, they designed three community colleges: Foothill College in Los Altos, 
Cabrillo College in Santa Cruz and De Anza College in Cupertino. 

Response LPC – 7 
 
The EA included extensive cumulative impact discussion comparing existing particle accelerators 
of similar size in terms of architectural design, as well as historic status of these particle 
accelerators.  Please see Section 5.4.2, Cumulative Impacts, Cultural Resources, pages 95-97.   
 
Response LPC – 8 
 
Comment noted. The Lab acknowledges the Landmarks Preservation Commission decision, 
designating the Building 51/Bevatron site as a City of Berkeley Historical Landmark, without 
indicating any “features to be preserved,” on August 3, 2006. On appeal, the City Council upheld 
the Landmarks Preservation Commission’s decision on January 30, 2007.  
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Environmental Health Subcommittee to the Community Health Commission, City of 
Berkeley, May 11, 2006 (Comments Identified “EHS-1 through EHS-17”) 
 
Response EHS-1 
 
Comment noted. As stated in this Environmental Assessment on page 1, the duration of the 
physical work may vary from four to seven years, although a variant of the project could reduce 
the minimum duration of the project from four years to three and a half years. Please see 
Appendix G.   

Specific disposal sites for the Proposed Action have not yet been selected. The EA states “any 
items showing detectable DOE-added radioactivity would be sent to an approved disposal site, 
such as Envirocare in Clive, Utah” (Section 3.1.4, Proposed Action Activities, page 19).   

For a discussion of traffic related to the Proposed Action, see Section 5.1.10, Traffic and 
Circulation (pages 79-84). 

Response EHS-2 
 
As stated in response GB-1, the LRDP EIR was certified on July 19, 2007. NEPA documentation 
is not required for a University of California LRDP.  The commenter quotes language from this 
Environmental Assessment, page 9, which also states that “Project-level NEPA and CEQA 
environmental analysis will be conducted if and when necessary for any future development at 
the Building 51 site.”   

Response EHS-3 
 
Respondent states position concerning confidence in reliance on federal regulation. Comment 
noted.   

Response EHS-4 
 
Comment noted.  Please see responses DT-1 and DT-2. 
 
Response EHS-5 
 
The EA presents substantial evidence that air impacts from the Proposed Action, including diesel 
emissions, would be minimal; see Section 5.1.1, Air Quality, on pages 87-61. Based on the 
findings of the EA Air Quality analysis, the Proposed Action presents no significant Air Quality 
impacts. Therefore, no additional monitoring is deemed necessary and is outside the scope of the 
Proposed Action.  

For a discussion of the Proposed Action’s impact on water quality, see Section 5.1.6, Hydrology 
and Water Quality, pages 71-74 of the EA. See also responses HF-1 and HF-2 above.   

Noise levels are described in Section 5.1.7 of the EA, pages 74-76.  As indicated in Table 3 of 
the EA (Section 5.1.7, page 75), the noise levels associated with the loudest phase of demolition 
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would not be audible at most adjacent sensitive receptor locations, and would not exceed 
applicable weekday noise limits set by the Berkeley Noise Ordinance.11 Weekend truck loading 
and departure activities would generate noise levels that would not exceed Berkeley’s weekend 
noise standard at any sensitive receptor sites. At the same time, on-site receptors, such as 
occupants of LBNL buildings adjacent to the Building 51 site, would experience temporary noise 
increases during demolition. Although such receptors are not generally considered noise-
sensitive, implementation of mitigation measures identified in the 1987 LRDP EIR, as amended, 
would lessen noise impact to a negligible level (see Appendix A). Moreover, as part of project 
contract specifications, LBNL would require its subcontractors to employ specific noise control 
procedures. 

Truck traffic associated with the hauling of materials to and from the site could potentially 
elevate noise levels along haul routes for the duration of demolition activities. The Proposed 
Action would result in a maximum of 34 daily one-way truck trips. Trucks would be directed to 
routes on roads and freeways that are already heavily traveled. Therefore, given the limited 
number of project trips and the volume of existing traffic on the affected roadways, the general 
increases in noise levels along haul routes would not be perceptible.   

While the Proposed Action is consistent with the City of Berkeley’s Noise Ordinance, the 
additional measures incorporated as part of the project would assure that the project would not 
expose sensitive receptors to excessive noise levels. 

Response EHS-6 
 
Based on currently available information, CalTrans has no major work planned on the I-80 
between Powell and Buchanan Streets over the next 7 years. 

Response EHS-7 
 
Comment noted. As stated in the EA, Section 3.1.4, Project Activities, page 17, the schedule for 
the project has been estimated to last 4 to 7 years…“contingent upon funding and results of 
material sampling.” Materials disposition will be based on on-site sampling, the results of which 
will not be known until the Proposed Action is underway. Therefore, a more definitive schedule 
can not be determined in advance.  

As stated on page 1, a variant of the project could reduce the minimum duration of the project 
from four years to three and a half years, but this reduction in schedule would have no resulting 
effect on project impacts, including traffic impacts. See also revised page 80 and Appendix G. 

                                                      
11 If demolition work were to occur on weekends, associated noise levels would exceed Berkeley’s weekend noise 

standard (City of Berkeley, 2005) at Site 4 and at the wall at Site 6. At Site 4, the combination of background and 
demolition noise would result in a noise level of up to 57 dBA, which represents an approximately 3-dBA increase 
over background noise. A 3-dBA change is considered a just-perceivable difference in noise level. Therefore, this 
increase in noise level would result in a negligible impact. The majority of LHS activities occur away from the wall 
at Site 6, in areas where there is no line-of-sight to the Building 51 area (a partial line-of-sight is available at the 
wall, as well as at the north parking area). Given that most LHS visitors would remain in the area behind this wall 
and that LHS itself is well behind this wall, LHS activities and visitors would not be exposed to demolition noise 
levels in excess of the weekend standard. 
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Response EHS-8 
 
Comment noted. There are numerous U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) regulations 
concerning the dispersion of hazardous and radioactive constituents during transportation, 
including requirements to verify that removable radioactive contamination is below specified 
limits. In addition, DOE Orders specify requirements which govern the release of materials with 
DOE-added radioactivity; these orders are generally much more stringent than DOT requirements 
for both surface and volumetric radioactive contamination. As with all aspects of transportation, 
LBNL will comply with all applicable regulatory requirements.   

The plastic tarps that would cover many truck loads are not intended to provide the primary 
protection against fugitive dust emissions. As stated on page 83, “In general, due to the absence 
of hazardous characteristics, the DOT non-regulated materials that would be shipped off-site as a 
result of the Proposed Action would not require sealed containers. Items would have been 
vacuumed or otherwise cleaned prior to shipment, and the trucks would not release radioactive or 
hazardous dust products. However, some items likely would be shipped in sealed containers 
because of certain physical characteristics (e.g., small items that otherwise would be difficult to 
hold down or surface contaminated objects that may contain dispersible radioactivity).”  

Regarding diesel fuel adherence, the EA presents substantial evidence that air impacts from the 
Proposed Action, including diesel emissions, would be negligible; see Section 5.1.1, Air Quality, 
at pages 57-61. See page 29 for a detailed discussion on the revised diesel requirements. In brief, 
under California Air Resources Board regulations (13 California Code of Regulations section 
2281), diesel-fueled trucks and equipment in California have been required to use ultra-low sulfur 
fuel (15 parts per million [ppm] of sulfur). Thus, ultra-low sulfur fuel would be used for trucks 
and most off-road engines during the entire life of the Proposed Action. Current CARB diesel 
regulations can be found at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/fuels/diesel/081404dslregs.pdf.     

Response EHS-9 
 
Comment noted.  See response EHS-1 above.  As part of its standard operating procedures, 
LBNL consults with landfills prior to the start of demolition activities to ensure that there is 
sufficient capacity to accept the amount of waste generated by such projects, and has done so for 
the Proposed Action. No problems are anticipated in disposing of the various types of waste that 
would be generated, as stated in Section 5.1.9, Public Utilities, page 77.   

Response EHS-10 
 
Comment noted. Section 5.1.5, Hazards and Human Health (pages 68-71), and Section 5.1.10, 
Traffic and Circulation (pages 79-84) addresses risks from the transport of waste materials that 
would be generated by the Proposed Action.   

Response EHS-11 
 
The EA presents substantial evidence that air impacts from the Proposed Action, including diesel 
emissions, would be negligible; see Section 5.1.1, Air Quality, at pages 57-61.  
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Response EHS-12 
 
Comment noted.  See response EHS-11. 
 
Response EHS-13 
 
Comment noted.  See responses EHS-11 and EHS-12. 
 
Response EHS-14 
 
Comment noted.   
 
Response EHS-15 
 
Section 5.1.1, Air Quality, pages 57-61, discusses particulate matter and asbestos with regard to 
the Proposed Action.   

Response EHS-16 
 
Comment noted.   
 
Response EHS-17 
 
Section 5.1.5 of the EA, Hazards and Human Health (pages 68-71), describes any radioactive 
material arising from the Proposed Action, both on site and along truck routes.  The potential 
hazard to persons living along the truck routes, as well as LBNL employees, contractors and the 
general public would be far below regulatory limits and any standards of significance.   

Materials that LBNL has reason to suspect might contain radioactivity would be characterized 
according to DOE-approved protocols and disposed appropriately, as described above. Due to the 
low levels of radioactivity present in the concrete that would be subjected to jackhammering or 
otherwise broken up, as well as the protective measures (e.g., applying water for dust 
suppression), it is expected that no detectable radioactivity would be contained in the dust 
generated by the Proposed Action.  

The Proposed Action would include off-site disposal of items containing low levels of 
radiological activity. The low levels of such activity, coupled with the employment of appropriate 
safety measures in accordance with LBNL operational procedures (e.g., as set in LBNL PUB-
3000; LBNL, 2005c), would ensure that any exposure resulting from the shipment of these items 
to LBNL employees and contractors (e.g., truck drivers), and to the general public (e.g., 
pedestrians, or passengers in a car idling in traffic next to a truck containing such items), would 
be far below applicable regulatory limits.12  

                                                      
12 For transport workers, the applicable DOT regulatory limit is 2 mrem per hour. (49 CFR 173.441(b)(4)). For LBNL 

employees, the annual occupational exposure to general employees at DOE facilities such as the Laboratory is not 
to exceed a total effective dose equivalent of 5 rem (1 rem = 1,000 mrem) (10 CFR 835.202(a)(1)). Lesser annual 
exposure limits are set for employees who are pregnant women (500 mrem to the embryo/fetus from the period of 
conception to birth), and for minors who are occupationally exposed to radiation and/or radioactive materials 
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As a result of the above factors, the potential impacts of hazardous materials, hazardous waste, 
and other hazards discussed in this section would be reduced to negligible levels. 

 

                                                                                                                                                              
(100 mrem) (10 CFR 835.206, 207). The LBNL Radiation Protection Program, which implements 10 CFR 835 at 
the Laboratory, also sets two administrative levels that can be exceeded only with the approval of relevant 
authorities:  
• A Department of Energy Administrative Control Level for workers of 2 rem whole body exposure per year per 

person is established for all DOE activities. Approval by the DOE Program Secretarial Official or designee is 
required prior to allowing a person to exceed this level. 

• LBNL itself has set an Administrative Control Level of 1 rem per year for whole body exposure. Approval by 
the Deputy Laboratory Director is required prior to allowing a person to exceed this level.  

 The exposure of members of the public to radiation sources as a consequence of all routine DOE activities shall 
not cause, in a year, an effective dose equivalent greater than 100 mrem (DOE Order 5400.5). This standard 
includes exposure to both airborne radionuclides and penetrating radiation. As mentioned earlier in the text, 
EPA established a limit of 10 mrem/year for airborne emissions for the general public (40 CFR 61). 



Comment Letter K

lsb
Line

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
K-1

lsb
Text Box
K-2



Commnet Letter K (cont.)



Commnet Letter K (cont.)



Commnet Letter K (cont.)



Commnet Letter K (cont.)



Commnet Letter K (cont.)



Commnet Letter K (cont.)



Appendix F. Comments and Responses to Comments 
 

Demolition of Building 51 and the Bevatron F-75 DOE/EA-1541 
Environmental Assessment March 2008 

Phil Kamlarz, City Manager, City of Berkeley, May 22, 2006 (Comments Identified as “K-1 
and K-2”) 
 
Response K-1 
 
The EA is being used to evaluate the significance of the impacts of the proposed project and 
determine if a FONSI can be issued or an EIS will be required. Additional time has been taken to 
complete the EA, in part, to incorporate and analyze information about potential new projects, 
such as the Berkeley Lab Guest House and the UCB Southeast Campus Integrated Projects 
(SCIP), which became available after the issuance of the Draft of this EA. The CEQA FEIR has 
also incorporated and analyzed this new information, and has provided the responses requested by 
the commenter. 

Response K-2 
 
The Historic American Engineering Record (HAER) report has been placed in the Main Branch 
of the Berkeley Public Library. The Historic American Building Survey (HABS) addendum to the 
HAER report has been completed and was accepted by NPS in August 2006 (please see 
Appendix I). For NEPA purposes, with the signed MOA, completion of the HAER 
documentation, and approval of the HABS addendum by NPS, LBNL has adequately mitigated 
for the potential loss of Building 51. In addition, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
(ACHP) has found that DOE has met its responsibilities under Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act (please see Appendix H). 

In addition to the HAER/HABS documentation, LBNL plans to commemorate the scientific 
achievements attributed to the Bevatron with a monument and/or display listing the historic 
discoveries that occurred there.  

 



Comment Letter CMTW

lsb
Line

lsb
Line

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-2

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-3

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-4

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-1



Comment Letter CMTW

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-5

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-6

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-7

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-8

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-9

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-10

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-11



Comment Letter CMTW

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-11

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-12

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-13

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-14

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-15

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-16

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-17

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-18

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-19

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-20



Comment Letter CMTW

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-20

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-21

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-22

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-23

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-24

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-26

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-27

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-28

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-29

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-25



Comment Letter CMTW

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-30

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-31

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-32

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-33

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-34

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-35

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-36

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-37

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-38

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-39

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-40

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-41

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-42

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-43



Comment Letter CMTW

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-44

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-45

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-46

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-47

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-48

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-49

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-50



Comment Letter CMTW

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-51

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-52

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-53



Comment Letter CMTW

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-54

lsb
Text Box
CMTW-55





Appendix F. Comments and Responses to Comments 
 

Demolition of Building 51 and the Bevatron F-84 DOE/EA-1541 
Environmental Assessment March 2008 

Pamela Sihvola, Co-Chair, Committee to Minimize Toxic Waste, May 22, 2006 (Comments 
Identified as “CMTW-1 through CMTW-55”) 

Introductory note: Many of the comments from the Committee to Minimize Toxic Waste 
(CMTW) are either identical or very similar to comments submitted in May and June 2005 by this 
same organization or one of its members (Pamela Sihvola) regarding two documents cited on 
pages 42-45 of the EA, the Draft RCRA Corrective Measures Study Report for the Lawrence 
Berkeley National Laboratory ("CMS Report"), February 2005, and the Initial Study and Tiered 
Negative Declaration for the RCRA Corrective Measures – Remedy Selection Project, Lawrence 
Berkeley National Laboratory, April 2005 (draft) and August 2005 (final).  the Environmental 
Assessment and Corrective Measures Study Report for Remediating Contamination at Lawrence 
Berkeley National Laboratory Regulated under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
("DOE EA/CMS"), DOE/EA-1527, September 2005.  

These CMTW comments and DTSC responses to comments are contained in Appendix K to the 
DOE EA/CMS, Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) Response To Comments, 
Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory on Proposed Cleanup Remedies in the Corrective 
Measures Study Report and CEQA Negative Declaration, August 31, 2005.13 

As they are directly relevant to CMTW's comments on the EA, some of the CMTW comments 
and DTSC responses from Appendix K to the DOE EA/CMS are reproduced below.  As 
evidenced in the DTSC responses, many of the materials requested by CMTW in their comments 
on the Draft EA have already been made available to the public via the CMS Report itself and a 
Berkeley Lab publication referenced by the CMS Report, the Draft Final RCRA Facility 
Investigation Report for the Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory Environmental Restoration 
Program ("RFI Report"), September 2000.14  The EA for the Bevatron and Building 51 
Demolition is not intended nor required to duplicate the CMS Report and its supporting 
environmental documentation, nor the multi-volume RFI Report. 

Response CMTW-1 

Comment noted.  See Section 3.1.1, Introduction, page 11, for discussion regarding Bevatron 
awards and achievements (see also Section 4.2.3, Cultural Resources, page 33-34). 

Response CMTW-2 

The respondent’s opinions are noted.   

                                                      
13  part from being available as part of the DOE EA/CMS Report, this document also is available on DTSC's website at 

http://www.dtsc.ca.gov/HazardousWaste/Projects/upload/LBNL_CEQA_Response.pdf.  See also 
http://www.dtsc.ca.gov/HazardousWaste/Projects/LBNL.cfm to locate copies of the original CMTW comment 
letter and attachments. 

14 RCRA is the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act; see the DEIR at pages IV.F-2 - 4.  The RFI Report is 
available at the main branch of the Berkeley Public Library.  As stated on the cover page of the RFI Report, "The 
draft final RCRA Facility Investigation Report (RFI) Report, for the Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory 
Environmental Restoration Program, dated September 2000, was approved by the Department of Toxic Substances 
Control (DTSC) as final.  The final RCRA Facility Investigation Report (RFI) Report contained herein consists of 
the draft final document accompanied by the DTSC approval letter dated July 27, 2001." 
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Response CMTW-3 

The respondent’s opinions are noted.   

Response CMTW-4 

Comment noted. Section 4.2.2, Biological Resources, on page 31, states that Alameda whipsnake 
(Masticophis lateralis euryxanthus), federally listed as “threatened,” has not been sighted at 
LBNL, although suitable habitat may be present on the Lab site. 

As stated in response DT-2 above, risks from the transport of waste materials that would be 
generated by the Proposed Action are addressed in Section 5.1.5, Hazards and Human Health (see 
pages 68-71), and Section 5.1.10, Traffic and Circulation (see pages 79-84). 

Response CMTW-5 

The purpose and need for the Bevatron and Building 51 Demolition is described in Section 3.0, 
Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives. As described in Section 3.0, the facility does 
not meet current building codes, the roof leaks in several locations, and portions of the structure 
do not comply with current seismic design standards. In addition, as described in Section 5.1.5, 
Hazards and Human Health, various types of hazardous materials are present in Building 51. In 
particular, portions of the facility are radiation controlled areas, and are inaccessible to the 
general public. 

Response CMTW-6 

See Section 3.2.2, Preservation Alternative.  As discussed in that section, this alternative would 
not achieve the objectives of the Proposed Action.  

Response CMTW-7 

Comment noted.  Section 5.1.6 discusses Hydrology and Water Quality.  See also Section 5.1.5, 
Hazards and Human Health.     

Response CMTW-8 

Disposal of the materials that would be generated by the Proposed Action is discussed at various 
places in the EA, including Sections 5.1.5, Hazards and Human Health (e.g., pages 68-71), 
5.1.10, Traffic and Circulation (e.g., pages 79-84), 5.1.8, Public Services (e.g., pages 76-77 ) and 
5.1.9 Public Utilities (e.g., pages 77-79).  

Response CMTW-9 

See response CMTW-8.  Accident data for trucks are presented in Section 5.1.10, Traffic and 
Circulation; see pages 79-84.  
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Response CMTW-10 

See response CMTW-8.  

Response CMTW-11 

Comment noted. The respondent referenced an outside report which employs a different 
methodology for measuring a “safe dose of radioactivity.” 

Response CMTW-12 

Comment noted. As stated in Section 5.1.5, Hazards and Human Health, (page 68) the “process of 
removing surface contamination from hazardous materials would follow standard LBNL policies 
and procedures, which are designed to remove or seal and dispose of the contaminants without 
hazard to workers, the public, or the environmental in accordance with regulatory requirements.” 
Furthermore, standard measures are typically used by the DOE and the DOT in measuring the 
radioactivity of a material and would be applied to the Proposed Action as well. Disposal of any 
radioactive material would occur in an approved landfill. 

Response CMTW-13 

Comment noted. The policies and procedures that would be applied to the Proposed Action are 
standard LBNL and statewide policies and procedures and would be performed by individuals 
with sufficient experience and certification. Speculating that these measures would fail is 
unsubstantiated. Also see Response CMTW-12. 

Response CMTW-14 

An Environmental Assessment is the appropriate document for the Proposed Action.  See 
response MK-3 above.   

Response CMTW-15 

Groundwater contamination in the Proposed Action area, including maps showing contaminant 
contours, is discussed in Section 5.1.5, Hazards and Human Health.  The comment does not 
specify why the description and analysis in Section 5.1.5 is deficient, or why the additional 
information requested is necessary, nor provide substantial evidence regarding a significant 
impact that would result from the Proposed Action.     

A similar comment (16-21) was made by CMTW in regard to the CMS Report ("The Final CMS 
Report must include a geologic cross section of each plume to show the depth and concentration 
of groundwater contamination in the four-acre Bevatron site and vicinity").  A portion of the 
DTSC response to that comment is applicable here: 

RESPONSE 16-21  Geologic cross sections showing depth and contaminant concentrations 
in each of the groundwater contaminant plumes in the Bevatron site are presented in the RFI 
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Report, with the exception of the Building 51L plume, which was still being characterized at 
the time. Geologic cross sections illustrating key relationships for the major plume are also 
presented in Appendix I of the CMS Report, which includes a cross section through the 
Building 51L plume area. 

The relation of the RFI Report to the CMS was explained in DTSC response 16-7: 

RESPONSE 16-7 The CMS Report is a complementary report to, and relies on the data 
presented in the LBNL RFI report, which is the principal site characterization document. For 
this reason, the CMS only presents a brief summary of the geologic characterization data 
presented in the RFI Report and cites the RFI report for detailed information. The RFI Report 
was released for public review on November 15, 2000 and public hearings were held on 
December 6, 2000 and January 24, 2001.  

The RFI report presents site-wide maps of bedrock geologic units, faults, surficial geologic 
units, stream courses, storm water drainage systems, and landslides. In addition, the site was 
divided into module areas for which more detailed geologic maps, geologic cross sections, 
and hydrauger locations were presented. These maps and cross sections were based on the 
highly detailed synthesis of geologic data presented in the Converse Consultants 1984 Hill 
Area Dewatering and Stabilization report (Converse, 1984), and supplemented by additional 
geologic mapping and subsurface drilling data obtained by Environmental Restoration 
Program (ERP) scientists during the RFI. The Converse Consultants synthesis included a 
thorough review and analysis of all known previously existing geologic studies at and 
adjacent to LBNL, and presents a detailed geologic map of LBNL and the surrounding 
regions as Plate 2 of that report. 

Response CMTW-16  

LBNL does not agree that there is either a "Cyclotron Fault" or a "New Fault" in the vicinity of 
the project site.  A similar comment (16-22) was made by CMTW in regard to the CMS report 
("In addition to the Bevatron core area, more monitoring wells should be located laterally along 
the Cyclotron Fault and New Fault because they could act as conduits for the contaminated 
groundwater").  A portion of the DTSC response to that comment is applicable here: 

RESPONSE 16-22 There is no geologic evidence for the presence of the New Fault, which 
was proposed by Lennert and Associates. The reference to the Cyclotron Fault is not known. 
If this refers to Great Valley Group/Orinda Formation fault contact, then more monitoring 
wells are not required, since the fault contact is oriented approximately perpendicular to the 
groundwater flow direction. Several monitoring wells are located close to this contact near 
Building 51, and groundwater sampling or water level data from those wells do not show any 
evidence that the contact acts as a preferential conduit for contaminated groundwater flow. It 
should be noted that the depiction of geologic faults as conduits for groundwater flow is not 
correct. Although the ability of earth materials to transmit water can in some cases be higher 
in fault zones, in many cases faults have little or no effect on flow and the fine-grained 
materials formed by fault movement often serve to impede flow. 
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Also relevant is a portion of DTSC Response 16-14:  

The RFI and Draft CMS Report do evaluate potential seismic hazards. The Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zone near LBNL is shown on Figure 4.2-6 in the RFI Report. The zone 
represents an area within approximately 1/8 of a mile of the surface trace of an active fault 
where surface rupture might be expected to occur during an earthquake. All areas of soil and 
groundwater contamination [at LBNL] are outside this area, except for a small area of soil 
contamination under Building 88 that has been cleaned up to an unrestricted land use-level.  

See also responses CMTW-18 and CMTW-21 below. 

Response CMTW-17  

Berkeley Lab does not agree that additional monitoring wells are necessary in the vicinity. A 
similar comment (16-23) was made by CMTW in regard to the CMS report ("Additional 
groundwater monitoring wells are needed (a) west of the northern lobe of the Building 51/64 
plume as well as (b) west of the western lobe of Building 71 solvent plume to show whether the 
two plumes converge into a topographic swale and (c) west of the old town plume, specifically in 
the area between Building 46 and 51. All of these plumes are in the Blackberry Creek Watershed 
and drain west toward the city of Berkeley and San Francisco Bay (“Attachment 13").  A portion 
of the DTSC response to that comment is applicable here: 

RESPONSE 16-23 There is no technical basis for the additional groundwater monitoring 
wells suggested. Two groundwater monitoring wells are located down-gradient (west) of the 
Building 51/64 plume along the former drainage to North Fork Strawberry Creek. 
Groundwater flow from the “northern lobe” of the Building 51/64 plume would converge on 
these wells. Contaminants have not been detected in either of these wells and therefore 
additional monitoring wells are not needed. 

Two monitoring wells are located along the former drainage to North Fork Strawberry Creek 
at the down-gradient edge of the “western lobe” of the Building 71 solvent plume (assumed 
to refer to the Building 71 Solvent/Freon plume in the vicinity of Buildings 71C through 
71K). Concentrations of groundwater contaminants in these wells have either been below the 
detection limit or well below MCLs for the past 10 years. Groundwater contaminants were 
generally not detected in a third well that was located in this area. Based on the extensive data 
available, the Building 51/64 and Building 71 plumes do not converge; however, even if they 
did converge, there would be no change in the proposed corrective measures. 

Several monitoring wells are located between Building 46 and Building 51. Groundwater 
contaminants have generally not been detected in these wells. In addition, there is a slope 
stability well SSW19.63 located between Buildings 51 and 46 in the area of potential concern 
indicated on Attachment 13. SSW19.63 has been sampled approximately annually for VOCs 
since 1994 to ensure that the Building 46 subdrain adequately captured the down-gradient 
edge of the Building 52 Lobe. Except for trace concentrations of chloroform (approximately 
1 µg/L or less), contaminants have not been detected in this well. 
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Note that Attachment 13 [LBNL note: Attachment 3A to the CMTW comments on the 
Bevatron and Building 51 DEIR is identical to a portion of this earlier Attachment 13] of the 
comments does not accurately reflect current geologic conditions at LBNL.  

The attachment shows “earthquake faults”, “historic landslides” and “unsampled areas which 
could contain contaminated plume(s)” superimposed on a facility map of the known 
groundwater chemical plumes and the Building 75 tritium plume. The “earthquake faults” 
shown on the map are primarily those shown on Plate 3 (i.e. compilation of prior work) of the 
Converse Consultants 1984 geologic synthesis. As described above, the presence of most of 
these faults was based solely on conjecture; extensive analysis of field data by Converse 
Consultants indicated that there was no evidence for their existence. The feature labeled 
“earthquake fault lineation (sic) undetermined interpreted from 1939 photos” is not based on 
any known field observations. The areas labeled “historic landslides” do not reflect the 
current distribution of landslide deposits, which is illustrated in Figure 4.2.7 and 4.2.8 of the 
RFI Report. The “historic landslides” shown on Attachment 13 are apparently derived from 
studies that predate cut-and-fill operations, slope stability engineering, and most recent 
geotechnical studies conducted during development of the facility. In addition to the areas 
addressed in the preceding paragraph, several other “unsampled areas which could contain 
contaminated plume(s)” are shown on Attachment 13. These areas are either monitored by 
existing wells that are part of the groundwater sampling program (and are shown on the map), 
or are located in undeveloped areas of the facility where contaminants would not be present. 

Response CMTW-18 

As stated on page 46, “Once Building 51 is demolished, further investigation for potential soil 
and groundwater contamination at portions of the site that were previously inaccessible would 
take place, and appropriate corrective measures would be undertaken. Newly discovered 
environmental releases of hazardous constituents will meet the notification and corrective action 
requirements in LBNL's Hazardous Waste Facility Permit (EPA ID. no. CA 4890008986), section 
IV. B. "Newly Identified Releases." Cleanup standards and methods will be consistent with 
LBNL's Environmental Assessment and Corrective Measures Study Report for Remediating 
Contamination at LBNL Regulated under the Resources Conservation and Recovery Act 
(DOE/EA-1527).” Some areas are inaccessible until demolition takes place.   

A similar comment (16-21) was made by CMTW in regard to the CMS report ("A sampling 
strategy must be developed and implemented prior to the publication of the Final CMS Report to 
characterize and comprehensive data on the extent of the potential groundwater contamination 
plume under the Building 51/Bevatron. Soil boring(s) and testing should be part of this 
investigation.").  The DTSC response to comment 16-21 is given in CMTW-15, above, and 
CMTW-21, below.   

Response CMTW-19 

A comment (9-3) on the CMS Report made by a member of CMTW (Pamela Sihvola) concerned 
the shape of groundwater plumes at LBNL ("You can see that the plumes have odd shapes. This 
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is a plume here, it is flowing in an old creek bed of Chicken Creek, and I can't really -- I 
understand that anyone by looking at the shape of this one or this one or this one or this one, can 
you say that these plumes are contained? They clearly have moved. The source of contamination 
that sweeps forth right here and all of these that you see here is moving downstream, downstream 
along the old creek bed, and the canyon wall is here."). A portion of the DTSC response to that 
comment is applicable here: 

RESPONSE 9-3  Groundwater contaminants at LBNL initially moved down-gradient from 
the locations where the original chemical spills or leaks occurred, thereby forming 
groundwater contaminant plumes. These plumes eventually reached equilibrium and further 
down-gradient movement of the plumes stopped. The shape of a plume cannot be used to 
determine whether or not it is currently moving, but is the result of the combined effects of 
several factors including: a) the locations of the original spills; b) the chemical properties of 
the contaminants, c) the groundwater gradient (direction of flow) and velocity; d) the time 
since the initial contaminant release; and, e) the action of natural and artificial mechanisms 
(diffusion, dilution, degradation, pumping etc.) that attenuate (reduce concentrations of) 
contaminants. The plumes stabilized after attenuation processes reached equilibrium with the 
factors that caused them to move. The groundwater contaminant plumes at LBNL are not 
currently moving, and there is no evidence of recent movement, based on data collected over 
the past 13 years.  

The degree of containment of a plume cannot be determined from its shape, but, must be 
assessed by viewing variations in contaminant concentrations with time in key monitoring 
wells. Such data are presented in detail in both the RFI and CMS Reports, and show that the 
groundwater contaminant plumes are contained; that is, the concentrations of contaminants 
remain relatively static or are have been decreasing in key wells monitoring the down-
gradient edges of the plumes.  

Response CMTW-20 

A similar comment (16-21) was made by CMTW in regard to the CMS report ("It appears that the 
location of the groundwater monitoring wells in the general Bevatron site is insufficient to 
characterize the full extent of these plumes.  Are the contamination plumes interrelated? It 
appears that there are no groundwater sampling wells located in the basement of the Bevatron 
core area.").  A portion of the DTSC response to that comment is applicable here: 

RESPONSE 16-21 The number and locations of groundwater monitoring wells are sufficient 
to characterize the magnitude and extent of the groundwater plumes in the Bevatron area and 
no additional wells are needed to characterize the extent of the plumes. For each of the 
plumes in the Bevatron area, groundwater monitoring wells have been installed at the 
contaminant source location, within the plume bodies, cross-gradient from the plumes, and 
down-gradient from the plumes, thereby defining the extent of the plumes. In addition, a 
number of wells have been installed in multilevel clusters to assess the depth distribution of 
contaminants in key areas of the plumes. 
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As described in the RFI Report [referenced in the CMS report], the three contaminant plumes 
described in the comment are not interrelated. These plumes are each derived from distinct 
sources, have distinct chemical compositions, and are not contiguous. 

No groundwater monitoring wells have been installed beneath the Bevatron core area because of 
logistical constraints on installing wells in that area. In addition, no Solid Waste Management 
Units (SWMUs) or Areas of Concern (AOCs) that might constitute potential sources of 
contamination have been identified in the core area. Wells down-gradient from the core area do 
not show results indicative of a source of chemical contaminants in groundwater beneath that 
area. Therefore, there is no basis for installing wells or collecting soil samples. If there are any 
indications of contamination beneath the core area when the Bevatron is demolished, additional 
investigation will be conducted.   

Response CMTW-21 

See response CMTW-20 above. 

Response CMTW-22  

A similar comment (16-22) was made by CMTW in regard to the CMS report ("The Final CMS 
Report must include the potential effects of the increased rainfall on the now pervious site, if the 
Bevatron structure is removed. What protections will be put in place in the future site design to 
protect further impact of rainwater on existing groundwater plumes? How will the increased 
groundwater influence slope stability?").  A portion of the DTSC response to that comment is 
applicable here: 

RESPONSE 16-22 [Regarding future site design] Factors such as slope stability, 
potential soil and groundwater contamination beneath the building, and the effect on 
corrective measures proposed for adjacent areas of groundwater contamination would be 
considered in any redevelopment of the site. 
 
Based on results from the numerous groundwater monitoring wells surrounding the 
Building 51 complex footprint, there is no evidence from significant groundwater 
contamination beneath the Bevatron core area. Potential groundwater contamination will 
be evaluated during demolition and redevelopment of the site, and additional monitoring 
wells will be installed if necessary. 

 
Stormwater runoff would continue to be discharged into the existing storm drain system that 
surrounds the complex. This drainage system has the proven capacity to contain surface water 
runoff. This drainage system is also designed to capture and drain water present in the subsurface. 
This factor would limit any rise in groundwater levels following completion of the project, either 
from increased percolation into the now pervious surface or from the pervious slopes immediately 
uphill from the site. The nearest downhill slopes are a relatively significant distance away and are 
constructed with an engineered reinforced fill. Thus, the affect on uphill and downhill slope 
stability would remain largely the same as current conditions.  
 
As stated on page 74 in Section 5.1.6, Hydrology and Water Quality: 
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“Stormwater runoff from the proposed project is currently discharged to the North Fork of 
Strawberry Creek. This condition would not change under the post-Building site configuration. 
Following the demolition and removal of Building 51 and its foundation, the demolition zone 
would be converted to vacant space and hydro-seeded with native grasses. This would allow 
varying amounts of surface water to percolate into the ground rather than flow along the surface, 
especially early in the rainy season when soil conditions are not yet saturated. The percolation of 
surface water into the ground would slightly reduce the overall quantity of surface water runoff. 
Because the Proposed Action would cause stormwater runoff on the subject site either to be 
slightly reduced or to remain the same as under existing conditions, the impact on runoff rates 
and volumes discharge to the North Fork of Strawberry Creek would be negligible.” 
 
The present storm drain system would be augmented with an additional drainage line that extends 
into the center portion of the project site. This line will capture a small fraction of the stormwater 
runoff. The remaining stormwater would percolate into engineered backfill soil with some 
amount potentially reaching the contaminated groundwater plumes in the area. These plumes 
have been relatively stable in their movement and are predominantly found outside the footprint 
of the Building 51 complex under impervious surfaces that will remain after completion of the 
project. The Lab’s Environmental Restoration Program has numerous wells down-gradient from 
the project site. It is not anticipated that any stormwater that might potentially reach contaminated 
groundwater would cause the groundwater plumes to move or significantly affect current 
hydraulic controls. With clean up efforts of these plumes closely regulated by the state’s 
Department of Toxic Substances Control, the Lab will closely monitor chemical concentrations 
and water levels in these down-gradient wells and initiate any corrective actions should 
movement of either plume occur. 
 
Response CMTW-23  

Measures to prevent contamination from entering creeks are discussed in Section 5.1.6, 
Hydrology and Water Quality, generally; see e.g., pages 71-74.  A similar comment (16-24) was 
made by CMTW in regard to the CMS report ("The Final CMS Report must include how the 
removal of the Bevatron (a concrete plug) and its subterranean structures impact the movement 
and current hydraulic controls of these groundwater contamination plumes. This factor alone is 
reason for additional groundwater evaluation and monitoring wells. How is LBNL preparing to 
prevent any contamination form entering the creeks and ending up in downtown Berkeley where 
Strawberry Creek flows day lighted through many public and private properties? For this reason, 
all site clean-up must be done to residential standards.").  The DTSC response to that comment is 
applicable here: 

RESPONSE 16-24 The removal of the Bevatron is not anticipated to have a significant effect 
on the movement or current hydraulic controls of groundwater contamination plumes. 
Chemical concentrations and water levels in numerous wells down-gradient from the 
Bevatron will be monitored and corrective action will be taken if it is determined that 
contaminated water might enter the creek. 

Response CMTW-24 

The types of radioactive materials that would be encountered, the way they would be handled, 
and their potential impacts are discussed in Section 5.1.5, Hazards and Human Health.  Quantities 
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and destinations of the different categories of materials that would be encountered are presented 
in Table 4 in Section 5.1.9, Public Utilities.  The comment does not specify why the description 
or analysis in the Draft EA is deficient, or why the information requested is necessary, nor 
provide substantial evidence regarding a significant impact that would result from the Proposed 
Action.   

Response CMTW-25 

Background radioactivity levels are described on pages 36-38. 

“There is little likelihood of induced activity in the majority of the concrete shielding 
blocks, as only the blocks closest to the beams produced by the Bevatron were exposed to 
thermal neutrons. Surveys to date of similar blocks found within the Building 51 complex 
confirm that most blocks have no detectable induced activity. Those that have induced 
activity have low levels of such activity. This low-level induced activity is of a magnitude 
similar to the natural radioactivity within the concrete, which typically ranges from 15 to 
30 picocuries per gram (pCi/g) total activity. This background radioactivity originates from 
the elements within crushed stone aggregate that is present in all concrete, and comes 
primarily from the decay of naturally-occurring radioisotopes of potassium, uranium and its 
decay series, and thorium and its decay series. The induced radioisotopes that are contained 
within the concrete shielding include cobalt-60, europium-152/154, barium-133, and 
cesium-137.  

In the Bevatron accelerator apparatus itself, the most prevalent material is steel, with a 
substantial amount of copper and minor amounts of aluminum and other metals. 
Preliminary surveys indicate that while a greater proportion of the metals may be activated, 
the range of activity will be similar to that found in the concrete blocks. The primary 
isotopes in metals are cobalt-60, titanium-44, and iron-55. 

...Materials that LBNL has reason to suspect might contain radioactivity would be 
characterized by taking external radiation measurements using appropriate survey 
instrumentation and/or swipe samples according to DOE-approved protocols.” 

The only radioactivity included in waste manifests is that added as a result of LBNL operations.  
Background activity is subtracted at the measurement level.   

Response CMTW-26  

The activation level of each material to be shipped cannot be specified in advance of the actual 
surveys of such materials.  Section 5.1.5 discusses the range of activation levels that are expected 
based on past experience; see pages 68-71.  

Response CMTW-27 

The language quoted in the comment does not appear in the Draft EA. As stated on pages 36-38, 
materials that LBNL has reason to suspect might contain radioactivity would be characterized by 
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taking external radiation measurements using appropriate survey instrumentation and/or swipe 
samples according to DOE-approved protocols.   

The only portions of the facility suspected to contain radioactivity are located within the inner 
area of the facility containing the Bevatron apparatus, which is bordered by the concrete shielding 
blocks.  In addition, portions of some of the blocks themselves may be activated.  This inner area 
has been designated a controlled area.  Some items from this area have been stored temporarily in 
other controlled areas.  All items from controlled areas would be surveyed before being sent 
offsite.  The type of surveys that would be used would depend upon the items involved. 

In the case of the potentially surface contaminated items mentioned in the comment, only a subset 
of the items located in the controlled areas are liable to have surface contamination.  As stated on 
page 37, 

“As a result of particle beam collisions with these targets, some interior surfaces of the beam 
tube were contaminated with low levels of various radioactive materials. It is anticipated that 
very limited amounts of surface radioactivity, affecting a small volume of materials, would be 
encountered.” 

To be conservative, all items from controlled areas that might be subject to release, either 
unrestricted or subject to the DOE Metals Suspension, would be surveyed for surface 
contamination, even though most are unlikely to be surface contaminated. Swiping would be 
carried out using protocols consistent with the requirements of DOE Order 5400.5. Items showing 
any DOE-added activity would be sent to a low level radioactive waste disposal site. 

Response CMTW-28  

No materials are "scheduled for shipment," as the Proposed Action has not yet been approved.  
Estimated quantities of the materials listed in the comment are presented in Table 4 in Section 
5.1.9, Public Utilities. As stated in the Agreement between LBNL and DOE Berkeley Site Office, 
LBNL Implementation of DOE Metal Release Suspension (April 22, 2005), the DOE Metals 
Release Suspension does not apply to rebar and other embedded metal materials in concrete that 
are not surface or volumetrically contaminated due to induced activity; thus, the certification 
mentioned in the comment would not apply to such metals.  It is expected that less than 1 percent 
of the 12,360 tons of Bevatron accelerator metals listed in Table 4 would be eligible for shipment 
to landfills, subject to an agreement not to recycle.  None would be eligible for unrestricted 
release. 

Response CMTW-29  

10,300 tons of concrete shielding blocks are listed in Table 4 as the estimated quantity that would 
be eligible for unrestricted release.  Any portion of this could be broken into rubble and released.  
However, no commitments have been made to break any blocks into rubble, for any purpose. 

Response CMTW-30 
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Air monitoring at LBNL is described in the Laboratory's annual Site Environmental Report. 
Regarding radionuclides in particular, as stated in the Air Quality chapter (Chapter 4) in the 2004 
edition of that Report: 

Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory’s air monitoring program is primarily designed to 
measure the impacts from radiological air emissions. The program is designed to meet the 
requirements established by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (US/EPA) 
and the United States Department of Energy (DOE) that are contained in the following 
references: 
 
• 40 CFR Part 61, Subpart H (National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air 

Pollutants, or NESHAPs)  
 
• DOE Order 5400.5 (Radiation Protection of the Public and the Environment). 
 

The main means by which LBNL would monitor the impact from any air emissions resulting 
from the Proposed Action would be through the Laboratory's network of ambient air monitoring 
stations, which are strategically located around the Laboratory and collect particulate samples for 
measurement of gross alpha and gross beta levels.  Please refer to the Air Quality chapter of the 
Laboratory’s Site Environmental Report for further details on these stations, including a figure 
showing their locations. 

Response CMTW-31  

Police, fire, and other emergency services are discussed in Section 5.1.8, Public Services. 

Response CMTW-32 

As described on page 37, the detection limit for volume contamination is 2 picoCuries/gram, 
while detection limits for surface contamination depend upon the radionuclides being surveyed.  
Instrumentation is calibrated to achieve these detection limits.   

Response CMTW-33  

Specific landfills have not yet been selected. As stated on page 79, “As part of its standard 
operating procedures, LBNL consults with landfills prior to the start of demolition activities to 
ensure that there is sufficient capacity to accept the amount of waste generated by such projects, 
and has done so for the proposed project. No problems are anticipated in disposing of the various 
types of waste that would be generated.” Table 4 shows the types of destinations where hazardous 
and non-hazardous waste generated by the Proposed Action would be sent.  

Response CMTW-34 

See response CMTW-33. 

Response CMTW-35  
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A similar comment (16-26) was made by CMTW in regard to the CMS report ("The Final CMS 
Report must include the effects on the potential beneficial uses of Berkeley’s large aquifer, e.g., 
availability in times of drought. Of special concern is the Lennert aquifer, currently pumped by 
the Shively well #1").  A portion of the DTSC response to that comment is applicable here: 

RESPONSE 16-26 The Lennert Aquifer is up-gradient from areas of groundwater 
contamination at LBNL; and therefore, there is no effect on the potential beneficial uses of 
this “aquifer” from LBNL groundwater contaminants. 

LBNL has not made the purported request to the Office of the U.C. President described by the 
commenter, and has no plans to do so. 

Response CMTW-36 

Section 5.1.2, Biological Resources, discusses the potential impacts of the Proposed Action on 
threatened and endangered species. As stated in footnote 3, page 31, suitable whipsnake habitat is 
not present at or near Building 51. 

Response CMTW-37  

Cumulative impacts are addressed in Chapter 5, Environmental Consequences. The Molecular 
Foundry was not included in the cumulative impacts analysis because its date of completion was 
set to occur before the start of the Proposed Action. The Molecular Foundry construction was 
completed in early 2006. Closure of the National Tritium Labeling Facility, which was completed 
in 2002, is not concurrent with this Proposed Action. See also response CMTW-36.   

Response CMTW-38 

Packaging and labeling of hazardous and radioactive materials is discussed in Section 5.1.10, 
Traffic and Circulation, e.g., at pages 82-83, and in Section 5.1.5, Hazards and Human Health on 
pages 68-71. DOT requirements for the transportation of these materials in commerce are 
specified in Title 49 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Subchapter C. Where any 
material meets the DOT definition of hazardous or radioactive, it will be transported in 
compliance with these requirements. This may or may not require the use of specified packaging, 
depending on the potential for dispersion of the material during transit. Materials that are not 
defined as hazardous or radioactive in accordance with DOT regulations have no specified 
packaging requirements. There are numerous other basic transportation requirements that govern 
the transportation of all materials in commerce. For example, loads must be secured using DOT-
approved hold down devices which will ensure that materials do not fall from a vehicle during 
transportation. Where small objects or debris which cannot themselves be adequately secured to a 
vehicle are transported, such materials will be packaged in a “strong, tight” package which is 
designed to contain materials during all conditions incident to normal transportation. Examples of 
such containers include metal boxes or covered roll-off containers. General non-hazardous 
construction debris or soil which would be transported in a dump truck must conform to 
requirements for a cover on the load to prevent release of materials to the roadway or otherwise 
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endanger other vehicles while in transit. Transportation of Building 51 demolition debris would 
be conducted in compliance with all applicable Federal, State, and local regulations. LBNL 
intends to use only transportation companies that are fully licensed and registered for commercial 
transportation activities.   

Regarding the identification of trucks, DOT regulations specify the criteria used to define a 
material as hazardous or radioactive in transportation and include the requirements for marking 
and labeling of such materials and placarding of their shipments while in transit.  All 
transportation vehicles are marked with the company name and DOT/Interstate Commerce 
Commission registration number in addition to other company specific vehicle identification 
numbers.  

Response CMTW-39 

See response CMTW-38. 

Response CMTW-40  

Radiological decay in place programs are designed for short-lived isotopes and allow the 
generator to hold these materials in storage until they have decayed to levels below detection 
limits, at which point they are managed as non-radioactive wastes.  This is done for materials 
with isotopes that have much shorter half-lives than those present in the Bevatron.  For example, 
regarding medical isotopes, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission authorizes "decay-in-storage" 
only for those isotopes that have half-lives shorter than 120 days (10 CFR 35.92).  The 
predominant isotope in the Bevatron materials is Cobalt-60, which has a half-life of 5 years.  It 
would be inappropriate to apply a program designed for short-lived isotopes to these materials.   

In addition, radioactive materials typically are stored for 10 half-lives before they are released.  
This would result in storage times of 50 years or more for isotopes such as Cobalt-60.  In effect, 
this would mean the postponement of the Proposed Action in favor of one of the alternatives 
examined in Section 3.2, Alternatives, e.g., the No Action Alternative. The EA concluded that 
this would not attain the goals of the Proposed Action.  

Lastly, decay in place would apply only to radioactive materials.  Other hazardous materials that 
are or may be present at the facility, such as asbestos, lead, and chromium, are stable and do not 
decay.   

Response CMTW-41  

See response CMTW-15.  Regarding a "sampling strategy," see response CMTW-18.   

Response CMTW-42 

Respondent’s comment that US EPA’s recommendation that asbestos be managed in place be 
also applied to lead are noted. As described in Section 5.1.5, Hazards and Human Health (pages 
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68-71), the project would incorporate activities and programs to ensure compliance with 
regulatory and LBNL-specific requirements. This includes lead abatement. 

Response CMTW-43 

Comment noted. Specific disposal sites have not yet been selected. 

Response CMTW-44 

See response CMTW-38. The commenter did not attach a copy of the newspaper article cited in 
this comment, and it is unknown whether the opinions cited concern regarding the Proposed 
Action in particular.  49 CFR 171.2(f)(2) states that “No person shall, by marking or otherwise, 
represent that - ... A hazardous material is present in a package, container, motor vehicle, rail car, 
aircraft, or vessel, if the hazardous material is not present.” LBNL follows all DOT requirements 
for the marking, labeling and placarding of hazardous materials in transportation, and would not 
intentionally violate the provisions of the Federal regulations governing hazardous materials by 
representing a shipment as hazardous if such shipment did not meet the definition of a hazardous 
material as specified in 49 CFR.  DOT regulations have been promulgated with due consideration 
to public safety as well as the safety of emergency responders. 

Accident data is presented in Section 5.1.10, Traffic and Circulation; see page 84. 

Response CMTW-45  

Where necessary for containment, debris will be transported in a container designed to contain all 
material during conditions incident to normal transportation. For large debris such as concrete 
blocks, large pieces of steel, or large magnets, the typical size and weight of these items preclude 
safe loading and unloading if a fully enclosed van-type vehicle is used. Covered van-type 
vehicles are not designed with the necessary tie down devices to adequately restrain a load such 
as a large concrete block during transportation. Also, both LBNL and the various receiving 
facilities must use a crane or large fork-lift for unloading at the destination site, which could not 
be practically or safely used if an enclosed, van-type vehicle was used. Since the majority of 
debris from the Proposed Action does not contain dispersible radioactivity or hazardous 
constituents, transportation of all debris in an enclosed vehicle is not warranted. See also response 
EHS-8 and response CMTW-38. 

Response CMTW-46  

Section 5.1.1, Air Quality, which addresses air quality impacts from the Proposed Action, found 
that no reasonably foreseeable significant air impacts would result. The comment does not specify 
why the description or analysis is deficient or why air quality along the truck route should be 
monitored, nor provide substantial evidence regarding a significant impact that would result from 
the Proposed Action.  

Response CMTW-47 
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Comment noted. LBNL has responded to comments received both before and after the public 
comment period. To date, the City of Berkeley Transportation Commission has not submitted any 
written comments.   

Response CMTW-48  

Section 4.2.4, Geology and Soils, discusses active faults in the vicinity, while hydrology in the 
vicinity is discussed in Section 4.2.6, Hydrology and Water Quality. The only active fault near 
the Proposed Action site is the Hayward Fault.  The comment does not specify why the 
description or analysis is deficient, why showing all faults (including inactive faults) in the entire 
watershed is necessary, why it is necessary to discuss the relation of these faults to surface and 
groundwater transport, or otherwise nor provide substantial evidence regarding a significant 
impact that would result from the Proposed Action. See also response CMTW-15. 

A similar comment (16-16) was made by CMTW in regard to the CMS report ("The Final CMS 
Report must include a comprehensive earthquake fault map that would include all the faults in the 
entire Strawberry Creek Watershed, whether active or not, and an interpretation of the 
significance of the presences of these faults regarding the transport of surface, soil and 
groundwater within the LBNL site"). A portion of the DTSC response to that comment is 
applicable here: 

RESPONSE 16-16  A fault map of the entire Strawberry Creek watershed would cover large 
areas outside the LBNL site and is outside the scope of the CMS. LBNL provided earthquake 
fault maps in the RFI Report that include faults that could potentially play a role in the 
migration of contaminants. There is no evidence that any of these faults act as conduits for 
contaminant migration. 

Response CMTW-49  

Hydrology in the vicinity is discussed in Section 4.2.6, Hydrology and Water Quality, which 
includes a discussion of the various creeks in the vicinity. The comment does not specify why the 
description or analysis is deficient, why a watershed map is necessary, nor provide substantial 
evidence regarding a significant impact that would result from the Proposed Action. See also 
responses CMTW-15 and CMTW-48.   

A similar comment (16-17) was made by CMTW in regard to the CMS report ("The Final CMS 
Report must include a watershed map for the LBNL hill site showing the various watershed and 
sub-watershed divides with a detail of the Blackberry Creek watershed and the four-acre 
Bevatron site as well as the Strawberry Creek watershed including the Chicken Creek sub-basin 
and the East Canyon area above the UC Botanical Garden.") A portion of the DTSC response to 
that comment is applicable here: 
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RESPONSE 16-17  Maps showing the boundary between the Blackberry Creek watershed15 
and the Strawberry Canyon watershed (and also showing site creeks and drainage systems) 
are provided in the module-specific volumes of the RFI Report. This information is provided 
along with details of the stormwater discharge system to show which offsite creeks 
(Strawberry or North Fork Strawberry) are the receptors of surface water runoff from the site. 
The locations of the sub-basins are not relevant to the CMS. 

Response CMTW-50 

The Proposed Action will not increase landslide hazards, and it is unnecessary to provide a map 
showing previous landslides, especially landslides in entire watersheds. The Proposed Action 
involves demolition of a facility that is currently located on a stable geologic unit. Because the 
facility would be removed and the facility footprint converted to vacant area, the Proposed Action 
would not cause a condition that would destabilize the underlying geology. Although portions of 
LBNL property may be within a Seismic Hazard Zone, this zoning does not apply to the Proposed 
Action because the building site itself is not zoned, and the Proposed Action involves demolition, 
with no new facility construction.   

It is unnecessary to show “all topographic, geological, geotechnical, and subsurface water 
conditions which indicate a potential for permanent ground displacement.” Lastly, groundwater 
plumes are discussed in Section 4.2.5. See response CMTW-48.  It is unnecessary to show the 
distribution of groundwater plumes on the entire LBNL site.  See response CMTW-15.  

Similar comments (9-5, 16-18 and 16-19) were made by Pamela Sihvola and/or CMTW in regard 
to the CMS report (9-5: "And I would like to read for the record what I read before from a 1949 
geologist's report for this site, where the Orinda Formation is used as the foundation for not 
cleaning up these plumes. The Orinda Formation, and I'm not going to read the whole thing here, 
the area as available is a four-acre site needs to be X-rayed, this is 1949 before the building was 
constructed, and leveled off. The bedrock beneath this beveled surface will be comprised of 
poorly consolidated marine sediments. The Orinda Formation absorbs water freely and a lot of 
those features that are associated with it are also quite pervious so the whole mass is really 
saturated in the area adjoining the Lisbon Tract to the east, which is comprised of the same 
formation as those under consideration, all the Lisbon Tract. They had 68 streams from which 
they once collected water for the domestic supply of Berkeley in the early days. There appears to 
have been considerable landsliding in this active area, and the appearance of heavy rainfall, the 
deep overburden and underlying marine sediment becomes quite soft from the absorbed water, 
seeps come out of the ground in many places, and even while several inches of rain are falling, 
this was a stream in 1949."  16-18: "The Final CMS Report must include a Seismic Hazard Zone 
Map which would show areas in the Strawberry and Blackberry Creek Watersheds where 
previous landslides have occurred, as well as all topographic, geological, geotechnical, and 
subsurface conditions which indicate a potential for permanent ground displacement."  16-19: "It 

                                                      
15 LBNL note: As stated in Section 4.2.6, Blackberry Canyon is in the North Fork of Strawberry Creek watershed. 

Blackberry Canyon is drained by the North Fork of Strawberry Creek and Strawberry Canyon is drained by the 
South Fork of Strawberry Creek. 
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should be noted that in a 1949 geologist (c. Marliave) report on the bedrock conditions at the 
Bevatron site “…the area at the Bevatron is to be excavated and leveled off to elevation 710. The 
bedrock beneath this beveled surface will be comprised of poorly consolidated Orinda 
sediments…The Orinda Formation absorbs water freely and the lava flows and breccia that are 
associated with it are also quite pervious so that the whole mass becomes readily saturated… 
There appears to have been considerable land sliding in the amphitheatre in which the Bevatron is 
to be located – and during periods of heavy rainfall, the underlying Orinda sediments become 
quite soft from absorbed water … seeps come out of the ground in many place, there are two 
known permanent springs in the area where tunnels have been driven into the hillside and pipes 
leading out from the caved entrances have been flowing water for many years” (Attachment 12).  
Further, though landsliding deposits may have been modified or have fill placed over them their 
subsurface characteristics /failure planes may exert control on groundwater flow patterns and thus 
on the movement contaminant plumes at the hill site. Mapping of the historical landslide 
distribution in the Final CMS Report is extremely important for understanding/interpreting how 
the contaminant plumes may be distributed on the hill.").  Portions of the DTSC responses to 
those comments are applicable here: 

RESPONSE 9-5 ...The CMS Report notes that rocks of the Orinda Formation have low 
permeability values with the exception of a few areas where permeability is relatively high 
apparently due to the local presence of coarse-grained strata. The hydraulic conductivity 
(permeability) of the saturated portion of the Orinda Formation at LBNL has been extensively 
tested in numerous locations by hydraulic testing and yield testing of monitoring wells. The 
results of these tests are documented in the RFI and CMS report.  

RESPONSE 16-18 ...a map depicting both prior landslides and areas susceptible to future 
landslides is presented in the RFI Report. This map is based on a synthesis of topographic, 
geologic, geotechnical, and hydrogeologic data. 

RESPONSE 16-19  Slope stability analyses and extensive engineering of cut-and-fill 
operations have been an integral part of development of LBNL facilities, particularly large 
facilities such as the Bevatron. This work has included extensive mapping, drilling, and 
logging of soil borings, and geotechnical testing of soil samples. Much of these data were 
used for preparation of geologic maps and cross sections presented in the RFI and CMS 
reports. The 1949 report by Marliave documents conditions that were present prior to 
preparation and placement of engineered fill at the Bevatron site, not current conditions. 

Geologic maps showing the distribution of historically active landslides and paleolandslides 
are included in the RFI Report and Appendix I in the CMS Report. The subsurface 
distribution and hydrogeologic properties of bedrock units and surficial geologic units 
(including landslide deposits) and the relation of these units to contamination plume locations 
are discussed in the RFI and CMS Reports, and were a primary consideration in the 
assessment of the fate and transport of groundwater contaminants and siting of groundwater 
monitoring wells. Groundwater monitoring wells are located in the downslope area of a 
number of the slide deposits that intersect contaminated groundwater. Based on the logging 
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of the borings for the wells and the groundwater sampling data, there is no evidence that 
former landslide slip planes are a preferential pathway for contaminant migration. 

A portion of DTSC response 16-8 also is relevant: 

RESPONSE 16-8 Detailed information on areas of slope instability is provided in the RFI 
Report. Figure 4.2-7 in the RFI Report includes the locations of recent landslide deposits 
mapped by Harding-Lawson Associates (1982). The RFI Report also contains a landslide 
hazard map (Figure 4.2-8) showing areas that are considered to have a risk of landslide 
movement. These areas include both known historical landslide deposits (generally classified 
as high risk) and areas where landslides have not occurred, but that are known or suspected to 
be susceptible to landsliding. 

Response CMTW-51 

See response CMTW-50. 

Response CMTW-52  

A similar comment (16-20) was made by CMTW in regard to the CMS report ("The Final CMS 
Report must include the current configuration and condition of the engineered drainage around 
the Bevatron site. How is groundwater from the seeps and springs intercepted and captured? 
Where are water source diverted? Do creek beds of the historic creek function as conduits for 
these waters? According to the 1875 F. Soule Map titled: Strawberry Valley and Vicinity 
Showing the Natural Sources of the Water Supply of the University of California, at least two of 
the branches of the North Fork of Strawberry Creek were located directly under the Bevatron 
Complex. The Final CMS Report should provide a historic map of the site showing these 
watercourses and their current state."). A portion of the DTSC response to that comment is 
applicable here: 

RESPONSE 16-20 ...the RFI Report provides site-wide maps showing the principal 
stormwater drainage systems and stream courses. The stormwater drainage systems connect 
to various smaller building subdrain systems within the buildings of the Bevatron Complex. 
Building subdrains that intercept clean groundwater discharge to the storm drain system that 
drains to the creeks. Building subdrains that intercept contaminated groundwater (including a 
portion of the Building 51 subdrain system) are routed to on-site groundwater treatment 
systems. Segments of several creek beds (including part of North Fork Strawberry Creek), 
were culverted during construction of the facility. 

A number of groundwater monitoring wells has been installed in former creek bed locations 
in several of the historic creeks to evaluate whether they function as conduits for contaminant 
migration. These include North Fork Strawberry Creek and some of its tributaries and 
Chicken Creek. At some locations the historic creek beds appear to be preferential flow paths, 
while at others they do not. Groundwater contaminant flow paths are discussed in the Draft 
CMS Report. 
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The RFI Report contains detailed maps of both the original topography and current 
topography of the Bevatron Complex that illustrate the locations of former drainage courses 
beneath those buildings. Geologic cross sections in the RFI Report and Appendix I of the 
CMS Report show the geometry of artificial fill that has been placed in these drainages. 

Response CMTW-53  

In regard to allowing radioactivity to decay in place, see response CMTW-40. 

Alternatives to demolition, including the No Action Alternative and an alternative to encase the 
facility as a central courtyard feature, are discussed in Chapter V, Alternatives. As discussed in 
that chapter, these alternatives would not achieve the goals of the Proposed Action, as well as 
possessing other disadvantages. For example, the encasing/central courtyard alternative would 
require major upgrades to the building and entail significant additional costs. 

It should also be noted that in earlier comments to Berkeley Lab, CMTW supported the 
dismantling of Building 51, in contradiction to its present stance. In its July 17, 2003 written 
comments opposing the Laboratory's proposed Building 49 Proposed Action, CMTW stated the 
following:   

The Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory has several acres of re-usable land, on which 
huge decommissioned facilities are waiting for clean-up. These sites include the Bevatron 
Accelerator, Building 51 [and two other buildings], some of which have already been 
standing idle for over a decade. We are requesting a commitment from Department of Energy 
and LBNL for a time-line for the comprehensive clean-up of these contaminated sites to 
facilitate their potential re-use, prior to undertaking any new development on any of the 
remaining pristine, unused, i.e. new open space lands at LBNL in the Strawberry creek 
Watershed. The Lab must prepare an EIR under CEQA and an EIS under NEPA for the 
dismantling of these facilities, the hauling/shipping of resulting radioactive/hazardous debris 
and for the final disposition of those materials and the contaminated soil/vegetation that will 
be removed from the sites as a result of the clean-up process.16 

The Historic American Engineering Record (HAER) addendum has been completed and was 
accepted by NPS in August 2006. The DOE does not intend to include the addendum in the EA 
due to its size and bulk. However, the National Park Service letter accepting the HAER is 
included in the EA as Appendix I. 

Response CMTW-54 

It is not necessary for the Department of Energy to prepare an additional Memorandum of 
Agreement (MOA). The MOA is adequate per federal guidelines.   

Response CMTW-55 

                                                      
16 See Appendix B, page B-135, of the Construction and Operation of the Building 49 Project Draft Environmental 

Impact Report, September 2003 (SCH No. 2003062097).   
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Comment expresses respondent’s proposal that LBNL declare an International Architectural 
Competition to design and restore the Bevatron and is noted.   
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Amado Y. Cabezas, May 22, 200617 (Comments Identified as “AYC-1 and AYC-2”) 

Response AYC-1 

Comment noted. Proposed Action impacts to cultural resources would be reduced by Historic 
American Engineering Record (HAER) and Historic American Building Survey (HABS) 
documentation. In addition, LBNL plans to commemorate the scientific achievements attributed 
to the Bevatron with a monument and/or a display listing the historic discoveries that occurred 
there. 

Response AYC-2  

Comment noted. As described in Section 3.0, Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives, 
without extensive and costly modifications, the building would not be suitable for reuse in the 
manner suggested in the comment, and such reuse would not meet the objectives of the Proposed 
Action. The facility does not meet current building codes, the roof leaks in several locations, and 
portions of the structure do not comply with current seismic design standards. In addition, as 
described in Section 4.2.5, Hazards and Human Health, various types of hazardous materials are 
present in Building 51, such as asbestos, lead, and chromium.   

                                                      
17 Email date 



Comment Letter CBPDD



Comment Letter CBPDD

lsb
Line

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
CBPDD-1

lsb
Text Box
CBPDD-2



Comment Letter CBPDD

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
CBPDD-3

lsb
Line

lsb
Line

lsb
Line

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
CBPDD-4

lsb
Text Box
CBPDD-5

lsb
Text Box
CBPDD-6

lsb
Text Box
CBPDD-7



Comment Letter CBPDD

lsb
Line

lsb
Line

lsb
Line

lsb
Line

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
CBPDD-8

lsb
Text Box
CBPDD-9

lsb
Text Box
CBPDD-10

lsb
Text Box
CBPDD-11

lsb
Text Box
CBPDD-12



Comment Letter CBPDD

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
CBPDD-13

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
CBPDD-14

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
CBPDD-15





Appendix F. Comments and Responses to Comments 
 

Demolition of Building 51 and the Bevatron F-113 DOE/EA-1541 
Environmental Assessment March 2008 

Wendy Cosin, Deputy Planning Director, City of Berkeley Planning and Development 
Department, June 21, 2006 (Comments Identified as “CBPDD-1 through CBPDD-15”) 
 
Comments from Wendy Cosin were received after the close of the public comment period on the 
Draft EA; however these comments are pertinent to the Proposed Action.  

Identical comments were previously submitted by the City of Berkeley Environmental Health 
Subcommittee to the Community Health Commission and responses to them are included above 
(see responses EHS-4 through EHS-17).     
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Jim Cunningham (Comments Identified as “JC-1 and JC-2”)  
 
Response JC-1 
 
Comment noted.  Cultural resources impacts are analyzed in Section 5.1.3, Cultural Resources.  
See response LAW-1, 2, 3, above.   
 
Response JC-2  
 
Major and costly modifications to Building 51 would be necessary in order for it to be used for 
the architectural and educational purposes suggested by the commenter. As described in Chapter 
III, Proposed Action Description, the facility does not meet current building codes, the roof leaks 
in several locations, and portions of the structure do not comply with current seismic design 
standards.  In addition, as described in Chapter 4, Section 4.2.5, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, various types of hazardous materials are present at Building 51. In particular, portions 
of the facility are radiation controlled areas, and are inaccessible to the general public.  

 



 




